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June 1-9, 1991

Robert L. Morgan, State Engine.er
State of Utah
Div1sion of Water Rights
1636 West North Temple
SaIt Lake City, Utah 84116

RE: DISTRIBUTION OF WATER WITHIN THE UTAH LAKE DRAINAGE BASIN

Dear Bob:

Salt Lake City appreciates the opportunity to re,view the proposed
Distribution of Water V'Ii-thin Utah Lake Drainage Basin pIan. This
endeavor is much needed as the demands on Utah Lake trave been
drastical-J-y altered since the Morse and Booth decrees were made
during the turn of the century. For example, the Provo River
project has been built, implementation of the Deer Creek/Strawberry
Exchange, Jacob/Welby Exchange, and diversions of water for
treatment and culinary use. In the future the completion of the
Central Utah Project BonneviJ-J-e Unit wilJ- further impact Utah Lake.

Further, the popuJ.ation around the lake j-n Utah County has
substantialty increased; and within SaJ.t Lake County there has been
significant urbanj-zation replacing farm lands that were formally
irrigated by water from Utah Lake. The use and distribution of Utah
Lake water within the drainage basin i-s a complicated issue and
deserves additional study in order to fully understand all of the
impJ.ications. Therefore, Saft Lake City would l-ike to make the
followi-ng initial comments:

1 ) The plan should be implemented on an interim basis and be
subject to further refinements.

2) There needs to be additional follow up meetings and more time to
consider the final- pIan.
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3) The report does not account for the carriage water-

4) Ttrere is not a complete understanding between the relationship
between the State Engineer's offj-ce and the Central- Utah Water
Conservancy District. For example, the Distrj-ct is curre,ntly
consi-dering Utah Lake management studies which could overlap
with the State Engineerrs responsibilities. There appears to be
a duplication of effort, ot at least the State Engineer should
be directly involved in ttrese studies in order to assure that
they are consistent with the State Engineer's statutory
authror:ity-

5. During the past several years there have been a number of
studies and legislative efforts by others to manage Utah Lake.
It is SaIt Lake City's opinion that the lake should fall under
the jurisdiction of the State Engineer's office and that any
studies or legislative efforts that establish a Iake authority
shrould fall under the jurisdiction of the State Engineer's
office.

In conclusion, the abowe comments are given with the knowledge that
we have only had a short time to evaluate the plan and does not
represent the Cityfs final- comments regarding this matter. It is
hoped that we will have further opportunities to discuss this matter
before we make a final recommendation.

Sincerely,

LWH: db

cc: Ray Montgomery
Charlie Wilson
Nick Sefakis
Joe Novak
Darrel Scow
Lee Kapaloski


